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PATENT 

Attorney Docket No.: 210606 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

In re Application of: 
Andres Vega-Garcia et al. 

Serial No.: 09/157,884 Group Art Unit: 2152 

Filed: September 21, 1998 Examiner: Beatriz Prieto 

For: MULTIMEDIA COMMUNICATION SOFTWARE WITH NETWORK 
STREAMING AND MULTI-FORMAT CONFERENCING 

REQUEST FOR INTERVIEW AFTER FINAL MPEP 713,09 

Dear Examiner Beatriz Prieto: 

Pursuant to 713.09 MPEP, applicants request an interview after final rejection. The 
intended purpose of the interview is to allow the applicants to better understand the grounds for 
claim rejections. 

In particular, as indicated in the paragraph starting from line 14, page 7 in the Office 
action, the independent claim 24 was rejected over the combination of Clapp, Bar, Matsui and 
Kumar. From applicants, understanding of the references, even when forced into a combined 
teaching, the references do not collectively teach or suggest all the elements of claim 24. 

For example, claim 24 comprises a means for determines whether one or more of the 
first and second sets of audio data is associated with an inac&et^erence participant^ ^one^ 
of the cited references, including Clapp, Bar, Matsui and Kumar, either individually or in 
combination, teaches or suggests such a step. Further more, claim 24 describes responding to 
the presence of an inactive conference participant by substituting a third set of data from a third 
conference participant for the audio data associated with the inactive conference participant. 
None of the references teaches or suggests the concept of the inactive conference participants. 
Thus, any combination of the teachings of the applied prior art references does not teach or 
suggest all of the elements of claim 24. 

Applicants would appreciate an opportunity to discuss the rejection of claim 24 with the 
examiner to ensure the applicants have a correct understanding of the basis of the rejection. 

Applicants also would like to discuss with the examiner the paragraph starting at line H, 
page 1 1 in the Office action. According to that paragraph, independent claim 32 was rejected 
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over the combined teachings of Clapp, Bar, Matsui and Kumar. Neither from the Office action 
nor from an independent study of the references can applicants find all the elements of claim 34 
in any combination of the references, For example, claim 32 requires a step of selecting a 
subset of the plurality of audio data streams and a step of substituting. Applicants would 
appreciate clarification of the rejection with respect to these elements as they are allegedly 
found in the applied prior art. 



Respectfully submitted, 



John B. Conklin, Reg. No. 30,369 
One of the Attorneys for Applicants 
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